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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for inviting meto testify. | am a Senior Staff Attorney at the Center for Law and Socid
Policy (CLASP). CLASP isanonprofit organization engaged in research, analys's, technical assstance
and advocacy on arange of issues affecting low income families. Since 1996, we have closdly followed
research and data relaing to implementation of Persond Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act. In addition, we often tak and vigt with sate officids, adminigtrators, program
providers, and individuas directly affected by the implementation of welfare reform efforts.

Today:s hearing focuses on the experience since 1996 in addressing the four gods of the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families block grant sructure. These gods areto: (1) provide assstance to
needy families so that the children may be cared for in their homes or in the homes of rdatives; (2) end
the dependency of needy parents on government benefits by promoting job preparation, work, and
marriage, (3) prevent and reduce the incidence of out- of-wedlock pregnancies and establish annua
numerica goas for preventing and reducing the incidence of these pregnancies; and (4) encourage the
formation and maintenance of two- parent families.

| want to begin with two general observations. Since 1996, there has been alarge research effort
funded both by governments and private organizations, and much is known as aresult of this effort.
This research makes it possible to discuss what has happened, i.e., changes in casdoads, employment,
income, family structure, but it is more difficult to state what role the 1996 law or particular components
of the law played in affecting these changes. Second, the fact that the law is scheduled for
reauthorization next year makesthisalogica timeto condder the experience; a the sametime, thisis
dill ardaively early point in amgor nationa policy shift, and to date, weve only seen the experiencein
the context of a strong national economy, and before families have reached the five-year time limit
restricting federdly funded assistance. So, whileit isimportant to look at the story so far, it isaso
important to recognize that more time will be needed to know how the new structure will function over
time.

Since the law was enacted, both the TANF assistance caseload and the nation:s child poverty
rate have fallen significantly. However, participation in TANF assistance hasfallen much
mor erapidly than child poverty has declined.

Since 1994, there has been a historicaly unprecedented decline in the number of families receiving
assgance. Inearly 1994, five million families were receiving AFDC. The number fell to 4.4 million by
the time the 1996 law was enacted, and then dropped to 2.2 million by June 2000. Since enactment of
the law, the casdload has fdlen by at least 50% in twenty-nine states and by at least 20% in all Sates.

Cadload decline is sometimes cited as evidence of successin itsdlf, but a states casdoad can fal ether



because families no longer need assistance or because families who need assistance are not recelving it.
Part of the caseload decline is clearly due to reduced need B during this period, child poverty fdl, from
21.8% in 1994 to 16.9% in 1999. However, participation in welfare fel much more rapidly than child
poverty. In 1994, 62% of poor children were receiving AFDC assistance; by 1998, only 43% of poor
children were receiving TANF assistance.

Why did the share of poor children receiving assstance fdl? There are three main possibilities @)
parents got jobs and stopped receiving TANF, even though family income was still below poverty; b)
families | eft assstance without finding work; and c) families who were poor and potentidly in need of
assi stance chose not to apply or applied and were unable to get assstance. As discussed below, there
is evidence that most families leaving welfare are working, but thet many of these families remain poor;
there is dso evidence that a significant group of families have left welfare but are not working. Itisless
clear whether there has been adrop in applications or application gpproval rates. Under TANF, states
are required to report to HHS on the total number of applications, deniads, and approvals, but not the
reasons for denids. In any case, none of thisinformation about gpplication processng under TANF has
been published.

Since 1996, ther e has been a significant increase in employment among female-headed
families. There=sbroad agreement that TANF has played an important role, but isnot the
only factor, in these increases in employment.

A st of data sources dl point to a significant increase in employment among TANF recipients, and
more generdly among femade-headed families. The principd information about why families have left
welfare has come from studies looking at the circumstances of families who have left assstance. These
studies congstently find that about 60% of leavers are working, and that employment is the most
common reason given for why families left assstance. Typicaly, an even larger share report having
worked a some point Snce leaving assstance. The share of adults working while receiving TANF
assistance aso increased B from 8% in 1994 to 28% in 1999. Part of the explanation for thisincrease
in employment among recipientsis that under TANF, most states have liberdized the rules for reducing
assgance when afamily has earnings; as aresult, afamily ismore likely to retain digibility when a
parent enters alow-wage job.

Census Bureau data dso point to alarge increase in employment among femae- headed familiesin
recent years. In 1994, married mothers were more likely to be employed than were single mothers.
(64.7% vs. 57.1%). By 1999, the employment rate of single mothers (68.4%) was grester than the rate
for married mothers (67.1%). The differences are more dramatic among low income families. For
families with incomes below 200% of poverty, between 1994 and 1999, employment rates stayed
essentidly flat for married mothers but grew by thirteen percentage points for single mothers. Asa
result, in 1999, 59% of single mothersin families with incomes below 200% of poverty were working,
versus 43.4% of married mothers.

It is probably impossible to isolate the independent role of TANF in thisincrease in employment. The
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process started before 1996 B the natiorrs casel oad decline began in 1994, and the growth in
employment of low income single mothers with young children began between 1992-93. And, during the
1990s, a st of factors supported or contributed to employment growth for single mothers. the strong
nationa economy, the large expanson of the Earned Income Tax Credit, increased availability of child
care subsdies, expansion of hedth coverage for children, the minimum wage increase, improved child
support enforcement. There seems to be a consensus among researchers that welfare reform efforts did
play an important role, with the effects more pronounced in latter years. At the sametime, aset of
factors occurring at the same time al pushed in the same direction, and we dorrt know how the same
policies would have worked in a different economy, or how one component would have worked without
the others.

When we tak about the effect of ATANF) or Awdfare reformi it isimportant to gppreciate that there are
anumber of components in what states have done under TANF. Informd rules, states generdly
expanded requirements to participate in work-related activities; increased the penaltiesfor falure to
comply with such requirements; restricted access to education and training; provided increased income
support for familieswith earnings, liberaized program asset requirements; broadened digibility for two-
parent families, imposad time limits on assstance; and expanded the avallability of Atrangtioni benefits for
familiesleaving assstance. In addition State agencies often emphasize that there has been afundamenta
change in the badc orientation of thelr systems, as the principd focus has shifted from providing income
support to an emphasis on requiring and supporting employment.

TANF implementation also meant an infusion of additiond funds for dates. Since funding levels were
generaly st to reflect welfare casdoads from the early-mid 1990s, and casel oads began faling in 1994,
the effect of TANF from the beginning was to provide increased federd funding to states. The Generd
Accounting Office estimated thet if al states had participated in TANF throughout 1997 and had met
applicable maintenance of efforts, states would have had an additiond $4.7 hillion above the funding leve
that they would have had under prior law. And, since block grant funding remained constant as

casel oads declined, the funds potentidly available for services steadily increased over time. This
additiond funding made it possible for states to expand employment-related services, child care, and
support services.

In summary, TANF has contributed in important ways to the increase in employment among femde-
headed families. However, it is not possible to precisdy state its independent impact; we do not know
how the same policies would operate in different economic circumstances, and we need to recognize that
TANF implementation has been far more than work requirements and time limits B it has dso involved
additional resources and an array of new and expanded supportsto hep families enter and maintain
employment.

Much of the employment for familiesreceiving or leaving TANF assistance, at least initially, is
in lonrwage jobs. Thereis evidence of some ear nings growth over time, but so far, earnings
remain low for most of the affected families.



Families il receiving assistance tend to have low earnings B according to administrative data, earnings
for working adults receiving assistance averaged $597.97 per month in FY 99. Leavers studies dso
report generdly low wages and earnings for those who have left welfare and entered employment.
According to the Urban Indtituters Nation Survey of Americaes Families, the median wagesfor leaversin
1997 were $6.61 an hour; individud state studies typicaly report wages at or in that range. In aset of
leavers studies funded by HHS, the median quarterly earnings for the first full quarter after leaving were
$2526, i.e., $842 amonth. So, unless these families have additional sources of income, they are often
likely to dtill bein poverty. Infact, sudiesin Missouri and Washington reported poverty rates of 58%
for TANF leavers.

The fact that many families are entering low wage employment was not unexpected, because a strong
focusin TANF implementation was to encourage parents to enter employment as rgpidly as possible,
even at low wages, with the hope that earnings would grow over time. To find out if thisis occurring,
one would want to follow the experiences of families over time. Unfortunatdly, State reporting to the
federa government provides only limited longitudina data. To compete for the federd Ahigh performance
bonus,i states report earnings data for families during a quarter and the second subsequent quarter for
people employed in both quarters. From this data, we can see that in 1999, nationa average earnings
grew from $2114 in a quarter to $2578 in the second subsequent quarter. However, since the firgt
quarter includes both individuds continuoudy employed and those entering employment during the
quarter, we cannot tell the extent of earnings growth from this data, and we cannot get alonger-term
picture from this data.

A limited number of states have reported longituding data for families leaving welfare and entering
employment. From that data, it looks like earnings do increase after leaving assistance, but remain low.
For example, in nine federaly-funded leavers studies, median earnings grew from $2526 in thefirst to
$2821 in the fourth quarter of employment. Probably the best longitudina data comes from the Indtitute
for Research on Poverty=stracking of families that left welfarein Wiscongnin 1995. In the IRP study,
median earnings (in 1998 dollars) were $8608 in the first year after leaving, $9627 in the second yeer,
and $10,924 in the third year.

Some states have responded to evidence of low earnings for families leaving assistance by creating new
initigtives to help working families who have |eft ass stance advance to higher earning jobs. Most of these
initiatives are fill in the earliest gages, and there it yet clear evidence of their effectiveness. There are
dsoindicationsthat in the last saverd years, anumber of states have softened some of their prior
redtrictions on access to education and training programs, though participation in such activities by TANF
recipients remains low.

Thefact that many exiting families have low ear nings has focused attention on the importance

of accessto Food Stamps, Medicaid, child care assistance and child support servicesfor
familiesleaving assstance. Studies consistently report sharp declinesin participation in Food
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Stamps and Medicaid after familiesleave assistance. Probably not more than one-third of
working leaversreceive child care assistance. Child support enforcement hasimproved,
though most leavers still do not receive child support.

Because many leavers have low incomes, continued access to Food Stamps and Medicaid are important
for familiesleaving TANF. However, a consstent finding has been a sharp drop in receipt of these
benefits after exiting TANF. In aset of state and county leavers studies funded by HHS, the share of
sngle parents receiving food stamps in the quarter after leaving TANF ranged from 33% to 57% (and
was 9% in one county). The share of adults receiving Medicaid in the quarter after leaving was between
41% and 57% in seven of nine sites. There are indications that these drops in participation are partly due
to digibility rules, partly due to lack of awareness of continued digibility, partly due to adminidtrative
practices that sometimes resulted in closing Food Stamp and Medicaid cases at the sametime TANF
cases were closed.

There are dso indications that families who could benefit from child care assstance &fter leaving wdlfare
do not conggtently receive such assstance. In sate leavers studies with data on this issue, only about
onethird or less of working leavers were receiving child care subsdies. However, the Urban Indtitute
has caculated that 50% of working low-income single parents (income below 200% of poverty) with
children under age 13 have child care cogts, averaging $230/month, and representing 19% of family
income.

Federd adminigrative dataindicate that some child support is collected for 40% of welfare leavers. This
probably reflects sgnificant improvement in recent years, though a substantiad share of leavers are dtill not
receiving regular child support payments. (Moreover, about half of support arrears collected on behalf
of leavers are not paid to the family, but instead are retained by government to recover prior assstance
Costs.)

Families still receiving assistance ar e a heter ogenous group, but generally have more serious
barriersto employment than those who have left assistance.

Mog families now receiving assistance are either working or do not include an adult recaeiving assstance.

In FY 99, 28% of adults receiving ass stance were working, and 29% of families receiving assstance
were Achild-only( cases, i.e., casesin which no adult recelved assstance because the child isliving with a
grandparent or other non-parent relative; the parent is disabled and receiving Supplementa Security
Income, the parent is an indligible dien or under sanction.

State and locd agencies often note that many of the families dtill recelving assstance are likely to have
serious employment barriers. It is difficult to provide a precise picture, because the types of problems
often identified B health and menta hedlth, domegtic violence, substance abuse, limited or no English
proficiency, severe basic kills deficits B are not the types of information routinely collected or reported in
program administrative data. The Urban Ingtitute reports that among adults receiving assstance in 1999,
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44% had less than a high school education, 38% either had poor hedlth, a hedlth condition preventing
work, or very poor menta health; and 27% last worked three or more years ago. Most (56%) of those
with no identified barrier to work were working; in contrast, only 20% of those with two or more
barriers to work were working.

People sometimes ask if the incidence of these problemsis more severe now than was the case in the
past. Itisdifficult to know, because most states have not had consistent measures of these potentia
obstacles over time. The Urban Indtitute found that the incidence of barriersin 1999 did not look
subgtantidly different from 1997. It isclear, though, that families il receiving asssance are much more
likely to have multiple barriers to employment than familieswho have left. State leavers sudies dso
congstently report that those il recaiving assstance are likely to have less education and less work
history than those who have left. And, for many states, the key question isvt redlly whether the
prevalence of these problems has increased, because five years ago, families with multiple barriers were
typicaly exempt from program requirements. Now, these families are subject to work and time limit
requirements, and states need to devel op appropriate service strategies to work with them, so the issues
of how to structure services for such families have become an increasingly sgnificant chdlengein TANF
implementation.

A group of familieswith serious barriersto employment isno longer receiving assistance.

About 40% of familieswho have |eft assstance are not working. Generdly, there isless information
about these families, and it would be helpful to have aclearer picture of why they left and how they are
managing. On one hand, families have aways | eft assstance for reasons besides work -- for example,
the family might move, or children might turn eighteen. And, nonworking leavers are sometimes living
with spouses, partners, or other adults. However, there are indications that, as compared to working
leavers, the nonworking leavers are likely to have more serious employment barriers -- e.g., less
education and work history, grester likelihood of illness or disability. They are aso likely to be poorer
than working leavers.

In arecent andysis, the Urban Indtitute focused on one group of nonworking leavers: those adults who
had not worked since leaving, were not recelving disability benefits, and were not resding with aworking
spouse or partner. This group of Aat risk@ leavers was estimated to be 17% of al leavers, and they
showed a greater likdihood of having multiple barriers to employment than current TANF recipients
50% of this group was in very poor hedth; 47% had not worked in at least three years, 38% had less
than a high school education; 19% were caring for a disabled child.

Why are families with such severe barriers leaving ass stance despite not working? Thereisaclear need
for additiond research, but one part of the explanation is likely the increased use of Asanctions i.e.,
grant reductions and terminations and other case closures for noncompliance under TANF. States vary
in thar extent of sanctioning; in some leavers studies, only asmall share of case closures are atributable
to sanctions and in other studies, 25% or more of case closures are for such reasons. Studies of
sanctioned families congstently report that such families are likely to have less education and work
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history than other leavers, and that they are less likely to be working and more likely to have lower
earnings when they do work.

The concern, then, isthat a the same time that many States articulate a god of working with those
families with the most severe employment barriers, state practices are sometimes having the effect of
terminating assstance to those families. Some states have responded to these concerns by developing
Asecond look@ procedures before imposing sanctions or additiona efforts to engage in outreach to
sanctioned families. However, at this point, the TANF law does not actively encourage such efforts, and
the federal government does not collect information on state practices to avoid terminations of assstance
to families with multiple employment barriers.

Thelarge gainsin employment have resulted in increased income for many female-headed
families; at the sametime, the average incomes of the bottom 20% have declined since 1994,
because lossesin public benefits have been aslarge or greater than gainsin earnings.

Researchers have examined Census data during the 1990s and examined the circumstances of femae-
headed families. Typicaly, thiswork haslooked at podt-tax, post-transfer income, teking into
consderation both the Earned Income Tax Credit and food slamp benefits. The research, summarized in
recent interchanges between Wendell Primus and Ron Haskins, essentidly finds that when one divides
femde-headed familiesinto five quintiles, there have been both earnings and income gains in the second-
lowest quintile, though the rate of gain was stronger from 1993-95 than from 1995-99, and most of the
earnings gains from 1995-99 have been offsat by declinesin public benefits. However, for the bottom
quintile, average incomein 1999 is actudly lower than it wasin 1994 and 1995, because lossesin
means-tested income have been greater than increases in earnings. (While 1999 income islower than
1994 income, it is higher than 1993 income; however, the key point here is that whatever base year is
used, the story is that for the bottom quintile, gains in earnings have been more than offset by lossesin
public benefits)

Why have the earnings gains not trandated to greater economic gains for families? While the Census
data cannot directly answer this question, the findings seem consistent with those aready described from
the leavers sudies. many families entering low wage employment have lost public assstance despite il
being in poverty; Food Stamp participation has sharply declined for families leaving TANF; and a group
of families has left TANF without finding work.

These findings are particularly striking in light of recent work by the Manpower Demongtration Research
Corporation, looking at experimenta studies to examine the impact of work-wefareinitiatives on
children. MDRC found that while many programs raised employment rates, only some raised income,
because gains in employment were often offset by losses in benefits. In those programs where
employment was associated with increased family income, MDRC found evidence of pogtive effects on
childrens: school achievement. In addition, two of three programs that raised incomes found increasesin
positive behaviors by children, and one found a decline in problem behaviors. In contrast, programsin
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which increased employment did not trand ate to increased incomes had mixed effects, and no clear
positive impact on childrens wel-being. The authors conclude: A{W]e found that programs that
provided earnings supplements had congstently positive impacts on childrerrs achievement... Raising
employment without increasing income may not be sufficient to boost the heglthy development of children
inlow-incomefamilies@ Morris, et. Al, How Wefare and Work Policies Affect Children: A
Synthesis of Resear ch (Manpower Demonstration Research Corp. 2001).

The TANF caseload decline has made it possible for statesto make a major redirection of
resour cesto child care. The freed-up resources have also allowed for significant program

expansionsin other areas, though the existing federal reporting system does not provide a
good picture of how funds are being used.

In 1996, TANF funding was st to reflect higtoric federd funding levels, and to remain essentidly
constant through 2002. The declinein TANF casel oads meant that federd and state funds became
available for redirection to other services and activities to further the gods of TANF. Initidly, many
states were hesitant to redirect TANF funds, because they understood that federa funding would remain
fixed even if caseloads began risng, they were uncertain whether the casaload decline would continue,
and they were often unclear about when and how TANF funds could be used for expenditures outside of
the traditiond welfare syssem. A key shift occurred when HHS issued find TANF regulationsin April
1999. These regulations made clear the breadth of date flexibility in usng TANF, explaining that states
could use the funds to benefit Aneedy families) whether or not those families were recelving traditiona
welfare assstance and that states could use TANF to structure supports for working families outside the
traditiond welfare sysem.

In exerddng this new flexibility, the clearest response has been in committing resources to child care.
States can transfer up to 30% of their TANF block grantsto their programs under the Child Care and
Development Block Grant, and can adso spend TANF funds directly for child care. Each year, the
amount of TANF funding redirected to child care has grown; in 2000, we cdculate that $3.5 hillionin
TANF funding was redirected to child care, an amount as large as the entire federd child care block
grant. Thisadditiond funding has dlowed states to increase the numbers of families receiving subsidy
assgance, rase digibility levels, improve payment rates to child care providers, and expand spending for
child care qudity initiatives. At the same time, Sate adminigrators often express apprehension about the
extent to which child care expansons have relied upon a source of funding that is not seen as stable or
predictable.

The expanded funding has made an important impact, there are dtill significant indicators of unmet needs.
As noted above, most working leavers do not receive child care subsidies. Thereisno avallable
national data on the share of TANF children receiving child care assistance; a study by the Nationa
Center for Children and Poverty and Abt Associates reported that in 1999, the share of TANF children
recelving child care subsidies in ten states ranged from 7% to 26%. (An eeventh state reported a higher
figure, but there appear to be data problems affecting the rdiability of that figure) And, HHS has
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edimated that nationdly, 12% of potentidly eligible children were receiving subsdy assstance under the
Child Care and Development Block Grant in 1999. While the numbers receiving ass stance would be
higher if dl funding sources were considered, the basic picture of unmet need would remain. Moreover,
resource congraints in child care are expressed in arange of ways. in sae digibility levels, fee scaes,
payment rates to providers, limited outreach to digible families. For example, Sate child care payment
rates are important in determining whether families receiving subsidies have equa accessto child care
arrangements comparable to families above CCDBG income levels, as envisoned under federd law.
The federd government has said that a payment rate high enough to encompass 75% of the loca market
would be congdered sufficient to provide equa access. However, according to the Childrens: Defense
Fund, in 1999, most states were not making payments that met this standard based on arecent (within
two years) market survey. Moreover, there continue to be concerns about high staff turnover,
compensation and training issues for child care providers, shortages of care for particular populations and
needs (e.g., infant care, specia needs care, Sick care, non-traditiona hour care); and about the uneven
quality of carein arange of settings.

In other areas, TANF funding has made it possible for states to undertake initiatives such as creating or
expanding refundable Earned Income Tax Credits, initiating programs of Individua Deve opment
Accounts to promote asset formation, expanding services for victims of domestic violence and for
familiesin need of substance abuse and menta hedlth trestment, increasing services for non-custodial
fathers, expanding Adiversioni assistance for familiesin need of short-term, emergency help, and
increasing services for family preservation and reunification. However, there are so accounts of states
that have used some of their TANF funds to Asupplant(l state spending, i.e., to use TANF fundsto
replace existing sate expenditures for alowable activities under the TANF law. Unfortunately, the
current federd reporting structure does not provide a clear picture of TANF spending; state plans often
provide only cursory detail about state spending choices, and the broad categoriesin federa spending
reports are not very informative. Accordingly, one key chalenge for researchers and for the structuring
of federd reporting involves efforts to better describe the choices states are making in their use of funds.

During the 1990s, teen birth rates declined and the share of children born out of wedlock
appear ed to level off, though remaining at about one-third of all births. These changes began
before statesimplemented TANF. In advancing the lawss family formation goals, thereisa
need for both a stronger research agenda and a recognition of a set of difficult issuesabout the
appropriate role of gover nment.

Between 1991 and 1999, the natiorrs teen birth rate dropped 20%. The teen birth rate in 1999 was
49.6 births per 1000 women aged 15-19, arecord low for the nation, though till high in comparison to
many other countries, and till involving nearly 500,000 births to teenagers. The declinein the rate of
teen births is sgnificant, both because of concerns about outcomes for children born to teenagers and
because nearly 80% of teen births are out of wedlock births.

Asin other aress, it isdifficult to determine the role of TANF in contributing to the decline in teen births.
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On one hand, the trend began well before implementation of the 1996 law. However, dmogt al sates
are funding teen pregnancy prevention initiatives usng TANF funds, and TANF funding has made it
possible for states to create or expand after-school programs, pregnancy prevention programs, stay-in-
school programs, and an array of youth development initiatives aimed at reducing teen pregnancies and
promoting stronger outcomes for low-income teens.

During the 1990s, the birth rate for unmarried women declined dightly, and the share of birthsto
unmarried women gppears to have flattened. At the peak year, 1994, the birth rate for unmarried
women aged 15-44 was 46.9 per 10000; preliminary data indicates that the rate declined to 43.9 by
1999. After many years of growth, the percentage of births to unmarried women has hovered around
32-33% snce 1994. Again, the change was evident before enactment of the 1996 law. (The Nationd
Center for Health Statigtics reports that because of underreporting in some states, the actua peak would
have been in the early 1990s rather than 1994 had numbers been fully reported.)

It is possible to characterize the out of wedlock birth numbersin one of two ways. On the one hand, the
upward trgjectory of recent decades clearly dowed and perhaps stopped during the 1990s. At the same
time, it seems to be the case that the dramétic declines in welfare participation and increasesin
employment have, at least to date, not yet been associated with equaly dramatic changes in out of
wedlock birth patterns.

In 1996, some observers argued that welfare itself was a principa factor accounting for the rise of out of
wedlock birthsin the United States, and that to dter these trends, it was necessary to diminate or curtail
the availability of assstance for single parent families. It is possble that reduced welfare participation and
increased employment will eventudly result in sgnificant changes in family formation. However, it isnot
yet apparent whether that is occurring, and the other possibility isthat the role of welfare benefitsin
contributing to out of wedlock births may have been overstated.

A TANF provision provides $100 million ayear, to be divided among up to five sates that have
demongtrated the largest reductions in the share of out of wedlock births while dso demondtrating a
decline in the number of abortionsin the state. Five states were awarded $20 million each under this
provisonin 1999 and 2000. It remains unclear whether these states had initiated distinctive
programming, or whether the bonus was principaly rewarding demographic changes. Thus, it isnot clear
that awarding these bonuses is contributing to our understanding of effective gpproaches for reducing out
of wedlock births. Similarly, under HHS rules announced last year, Sates will be digible for ahigh
performance bonus if the share of children resding in married families in the Sate increases, dthough
there are comparable concerns that this type of bonus may aso result in rewarding demographic changes
rather than State performance.

In recent months, some observers have argued that states have failed to actively advance the TANF

gods of promoting marriage, reducing out of wedlock births and encouraging the formation and
maintenance of two parent families. On the one hand, there was only limited discussion in 1996 of what
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Congress expected states to do to advance these gods - for many, it was assumed that reducing welfare
casel oads was the intended strategy toward accomplishing them. However, as discussions of the family
formation gods of TANF have increased, it seems clear that states face at least three questionsin
deciding how to proceed: what would work; what=s the appropriate role for government; and how can
the goals be advanced in ways that do not risk unintended adverse effects for children or parents.

In efforts to promote employment, states have often been able to rely on an extensive research base
developed over many years, thereis not a comparable research base to draw from in efforts to reduce
out of wedlock births or promote family formation. There is a stronger research base for teen pregnancy
prevention efforts, but lessto point to for initiatives affecting adults. Recent evidence suggest that
stronger child support enforcement is correlated with reduced out of wedlock births and reduced marita
break-ups. And, the evauation of the Minnesota Family Investment Program found that awefare
reform effort that expanded digibility for two-parent families, combined awork requirement with a
modest sanction (10% grant reduction for noncompliance) and included a substantia earnings
supplement for employed families, was associated with an increased likelihood that participants would
enter or say in two-parent families. A set of programs have demongtrated successin increasing
engagement of fathersin the lives of their children. And, it has been suggested that a strong focus on
promating employment for young men could have an important impact in increasing therr likelihood of
marriage. Overdl, though, afederd research agenda could strengthen the knowledge base in these
areas.

Even with additional knowledge, states ill face difficult issuesin determining the appropriate role for
government and how to advance these gods without risking unintended consequences. In their effortsto
promote work, states drew on a strong public consensus that, with limited exceptions, adults of working
age ought to be working. There is not a comparable public consensus that adults of marriageable age
ought to be married. There are strong indications from research findings that, al else being equd, better
outcomes for children in anumber of areas are associated with having been raised in atwo-parent family.

Part of the effect is because two- parent families are likely to have more income, but the research does
suggest an independent effect for family structure. However, dl eseisnot dways equd, and it is difficult
for states to determine how to trand ate these broad research findings into advice for an adult
contemplating marriage or divorce. While marriage is often the best arrangement for parents and
children, there are some circumstances where marriage or continued marriage may not be the best
arrangement, e.g., in high-conflict marriages or circumstances of domestic violence. Moreover, because
marriage and divorce involve highly persona decisonsin which people must weigh an array of factors,
there are concerns that strong government pressures or cregtion of financia incentives to marry could
digtort decisonsin ways that may not necessarily be best for parents or children. Whileit is possible that
such palicies could increase the number of marriages, they might also increase martia dissolution rates
and high conflict marriages.

Government can clearly communicate that parents have an obligation to support their children, and states
have done so through strong emphases on work and child support. Government can also seek to ensure
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that its policies are not having the effect of creating barriers to marriage and family formation. At the
same time, the focus on family formation in TANF draws from a concern about seeking to improve
outcomes for children, and efforts to address these gods need to proceed in ways that are both sensitive
to the appropriate role of government and that do not present risks of leading to worse outcomes for
children.

Conclusion

Thank you for inviting me to testify today. \We gppreciate the Subcommitteers interest in seeking to
develop apicture of the experience since 1996, and hope this information can be helpful.
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